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which is hurled resistlessly from one side 
to the other. But antithesis is the soul of 
movement, and when grasped affirmatively 
gives us the self-determined or the true 
first principle. The cultivators of formal 
logic in their extreme care to detect the 
source of this negative element in the 
dialectic are at present engaged in seizing 
and measuring the comprehension and ex- 
tension of the subject and predicate. Their 
labors up to present date have served only 
to narrow the function of the judgment 
more and more ; it is evident, upon con- 
sideration, that the abstract identity of sub- 
ject and predicate — in other words, a mean- 
ingless tautology — is all that can remain 
if formal logic will be thoroughly consist- 
ent and exclude all trace of contradiction 
(or, what is the same thing, distinction) 
from the judgment. This we shall endeavor 
to elaborate in Chapter IX. of the Introduc- 
tion to Philosophy, printed in this number. 
III. The adequacy of scientific forms to 
contain the oontents of mystical systems. 



We are fortunate in being able to present 
in this number another and more elaborate 
article from Mr. Alcott, the most eminent 
mystic of our time. We hope to present 
in a future number an exhibition of his 
system in its relation to Method. In this 
connection, also, the article of Dr. Tafel 
on Swedenborg will be studied with great 
interest. 

IV. That Art and Religion have the same 
content as Speculative Philosophy. We 
shall print the remainder of the Essay of 
B<5nard on Hegel's Esthetics, and hope 
that readers who have the leisure will re- 
read the whole from the beginning. The 
" Letters on Faust " we are happy to hear 
have been found a most comprehensive 
and clear exposition of that poem. 

In cobclusion, we hope that the "Phe- 
nomenology" will not be neglected, and 
that the " Sun-clear Statement" of Fichte 
will be taken up by those who have been 
completely baffled by the former articles 
translated from him. 



SUN-CLEAR STATEMENT 

To the Public at large concerning the true nature of the Newest Philosophy. 
attempt to force the reader to an understanding. 

Translated from the German of J. O. Fichtb, by A. E. Kbokgee. 



An 



PREFACEt 
Certain friends of transcendental ideal- 
ism, or of the System of the Science of 
Knowledge, have attached to this system 
the name of the newest philosophy. Al- 
though this looks somewhat like a satire, 
and seems to presuppose in those who 
originated it a search after a very newest 
philosophy, and although the author of 
that system is clearly convinced that 
there is only one science of philosophy 
as there is only one science of mathe- 
matics; and that as soon as this only 
possible philosophy hag been discovered 
and recognized no newer philosophy can 
arise, and all previous so-called philoso- 
phies will be regarded as only prelimin- 
ary attempts to establish that science: 
he nevertheless has preferred the use of 
that expression in the title of a popular 
work like the present to the risk of using 



such unpopular names as " Transcendental 
Idealism," or " The Science of Knowledge." 
Many reasons make it necessary and 
proper to render an account to the public 
at large, which has not made the study of 
philosophy its particular business, con- 
cerning the latest attempts to raise philos- 
ophy to the dignity of a science. True, 
not all men are to devote their life to a 
study of the sciences, and hence not either 
to a study of the science of all other 
sciences — a scientific philosophy ; and to 
cultivate this science successfully requires, 
moreover, a freedom of mind, an industry 
and a talent which can be found only in a 
few. Nevertheless it is equally true that 
every one who claims but an ordinary in^~ 
tellectual culture should know what this 
science of philosophy is ; should know — 
though himself not joining in itr investi- 
gations — what it proposes to investigate 
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should know the limit which separates its 
field from the field which he himself occu- 
pies, although he himself does not enter 
the field, lest he might apprehend danger 
threatening from that world so utterly 
foreign and unknown to him, to the 
world wherein he dwells. He should 
know this, moreover, in order that he may 
not wrong scientific men, with whom he ha", 
after all, to associate ; or that he may not 
give bad advice to his friends, and dis- 
suade them from a study the neglect 
whereof may be fraught with terrible con- 
sequences for them. All these reasons 
tend to show that men of culture should 
at least know what philosophy is not, what 
it does not propose to do, and what it can- 
not effect. 

To produce this insight is not only pos- 
sible, but even an easy matter. Scientific 
philosophy, although rising above the nat- 
ural view of things, and above common 
sense, nevertheless stands with its foot 
upon the field of common sense, and 
starts from it — in the course of its pro- 
gress, however, leaving it far behind. To 
perceive this foot of philosophy resting 
upon the field of the natural way of think- 
ing, or to watch this its start from ordi- 
nary consciousness, is possible for every 
one who has but common sense, and pos- 
sesses the attention which may be properly 
presupposed in every man of culture. 

Such a report is moreover indispensable 
for a system which was preceded in time 
by an eclectic system (still in existence), 
that had abandoned all claim to a scien- 
tific method and to scientific preparatory 
studies, and invited every one to partici- 
pate in its investigations who was able 
to add two and two ; and indispensable 
at a time when the unscientific public 
is but too ready to take advantage of 
this invitation, and cannot be dissuaded 
from the opinion that philosophizing is 
done in the same manner as eating and 
drinking, and that each one has a vote on 
philosophical subjects who has the faculty 
of speech — at a time when this opinion 
has resulted in great disaster, dragging 
philosophical propositions and expressions, 
which can be understood only in a scien- 
tific philosophical system, before the juris- 



diction of unscientific common sense and 
nonsense, thereby bringing philosophy not 
inconsiderably into bad repute ; and when 
it will be found difficult to pick out, even 
from amongst real philosophical writers, 
half a dozen who know what philosophy 
really is, while others, who seem to know 
it, whine piteously because philosophy is 
only philosophy and nothing else ; and at 
a time when even the most thorough of 
book critics imagine that they have in- 
flicted no little disgrace upon the newest 
philosophy, by assuring the people that it 
is after all far too abstract ever to become 
the ordinary mode of thinking. 

The author of this has not hesitated, at 
various times and in the most varied forms, 
to make such statements to these pretended 
art-colleagues. It seems he did not suc- 
ceed, for he is still compelled to listen to 
that same old song. He now intends to 
try whether he can succeed with that pub- 
lic which is not philosophical, as the writer 
of this understands that term ; he intends 
to show again, in the most comprehensible 
manner that he finds possible, what he 
has already shown at various times, and, 
as he believes, very comprehensibly, in 
some of his articles. Perhaps he may 
thus also eucceed — at least mediately — in 
making himself understood to his col- 
leagues of the faculty. Perhaps the hon- 
est and unprejudiced reader will become 
aware, having no philosophical professor's 
or author's celebrity to maintain, that 
philosophy needs certain abstractions, 
speculations and contemplations which he 
has never before made, and which, when 
he now tries to make them, do not turn 
out very satisfactorily ; perhaps he will 
get the insight that this science of philos- 
ophy does not at all think or speak about 
what he ordinarily thinks or speaks ; that 
it cannot contradict him, because it does 
not at all speak with, of, or concerning 
him ; that all the words which he and that 
science use in common receive quite a 
different and, to him, utterly incompre- 
hensible signification as soon as they 
enter the magic sphere of that science. 
Perhaps this honest and unprejudiced 
man will henceforth abstain quietly from 
speaking of philosophical matters, pre- 
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cisely as he abstains from discussing trig- 
onometry, or algebra, unless he has 
studied those sciences ; perhaps he will 
now, whenever the discussion turns upon 
philosophy, say quietly, "Let the philoso- 
phers settle that among themselves, it is 
none of my business ; I shall attend to my 
vocation." When lay people shall have 
set an example of this fair abstinence, it 
may even be possible that men of learning 
will also cease to get indignant when they 
are told repeatedly not to talk about mat- 
ters which they have not even read of. 

In short, common opinion is that philos- 
ophy is inborn in man; and hence every 
one considers himself justified in discus- 
sing philosophical matters. How it may 
be with this inborn philosophy I shall not 
now investigate ; suffice it to say, that my 
philosophy, which I surely ought to know 
better than any one, is not inborn, but must 
be acquired, learned ; and can be judged 
only by those who have learned it. The 
former I shall proceed to show ; the latter 
is its evident result. 

It seems hard, it is true, and it is a thing 
which has always been received with un- 
gracious mien, to deny to common sense 
the right to judge about matters which are 
also considered the ultimate end of phil- 
osophy — God, Freedom, and Immortality. 
Hence, also, the quoted example of math- 
ematical (or any other positive) science, 
has always been rejected and denounced 
as improper. The argument is : these con- 
ceptions are after all grounded in the 
natural way of thinking of mankind, and 
hence they are surely in a certain respect 
inborn. 

Now it is to be remembered that, so far 
as the newest philosophy is concerned, it 
by no means denies to common sense the 
right to talk about those subjects, but 
rather vindicates to common sense that 
right more emphatically, it appears to me, 
than any previous philosophy has done ; 
solely requiring of common sense to limit 
those discussions to its own sphere, and for 
its own mode of arguing ; but on no ac- 
count to assert them to be philosophically 
scientific, since the philosophical sphere 
does not exist at all for common 6ense. 
Common sense has the perfect right to 



argue about those subjects, and perhaps 
may argue very correcly; but common 
sense cannot philosophize about them, for 
this is possible only to those who have 
learned to philosophize. 

If, nevertheless, people are so anxious 
to retain that favorite expression, " phil- 
osophy," and to continue to glory in the 
celebrity of a " philosophical mind," 
"philosophical lawyer," "philosophical 
historian," "philosophical newspaper- 
writer," etc., let them adopt my repeated 
proposition, that scientific philosophy 
should abandon the name " philosophy," 
and assume the name " science of knowl- 
edge." Once assured of this name, our 
science will gladly assign that other name, 
" philosophy," to all sorts of arguing. Let 
the public at large, in that case, and all who 
have not thoroughly studied that science, 
consider it as some newly-discovered, un- 
known science, and have faith in our as- 
surance that this science has nothing in 
common with what they call philosophy, and 
hence can never enter into conflict with it. 
Their philosophy shall retain all possible 
dignity and honor ; we ask them only to 
allow us our claim to the natural freedom 
of all men, not to take any notice of their 
philosophy, and beg them likewise not to 
take any notice of our science in their so- 
called philosophy. 

The following is therefore the real pur- 
pose of this work : not to secure any new 
sphere for the newest philosophy, but 
merely to secure a just place for it within 
its own limits. This work itself is not 
philosophy, in the true sense of the word, 
but merely argument. Whoever has read 
and understood it from beginning to end 
has not thereby acquired a single philoso- 
phical conception, but solely a conception 
of philosophy ; he has never stepped from 
the field of common sense, or into that of 
philosophy, but he has arrived at the limit 
which separates the two. If thereupon 
he desires to study this philosophy, he will 
at least know what he has to direct his at- 
tention upon, and what he has to look 
away from. If he does not desire to do 
so, he has at least gained the clear con- 
sciousness that he does not desire it, and 
never did desire it; and that frence he 
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ouzbt to disclaim all judgment regarding 
philosophical matters. He will also have 
become convinced that true philosophy 
can never interfere with or disturb his own 
peculiar sphere. 

INTRODUCTION. 

My reader, before you proceed to the 
reading of this work, let us come to a pre- 
liminary agreement. 

That which you are going to read in this 
book has, it is true, been thought by me ; 
but it matters not, either to you or to me, 
that you should know what I have thought. 
However much it may have been your habit 
to read works merely in order to know what 
their authors have thought and said, I still 
wish that you should proceed differently in 
respect to this book. I appeal not to your 
memory, but to your understanding. My 
object is not that you should remark what 
I have said, but that you should yourself 
think, and, if it pleases heaven, think 
precisely what I have thought. Hence, if 
in the reading of this work it should hap- 
pen to you — as so often happens to readers 
now-a-days — that you should continue to 
read, without continuing to think — that you 
should still be taking hold of the words, 
without, however, continuing to seize their 
meaning — desist, redouble your attention, 
and read over again from the sentence 
where your attention slipped off, or put the 
book aside for the day, and commence to- 
morrow with fresh vigor. Only on this 
condition on your part can I fulfil the proud 
promise on the title-page — to force you 
to an understanding. You must really 
come out with your mind and oppose it to 
mine for battle, and to this I cannot force 
you. If you hold back, I have lost the 
wager ; you will understand nothing, just 
as you can see nothing if you close your 
eyes. 

But if it should happen to you that from 
a certain point in this work you cannot in 
any manner, and by any exertion, convince 
yourself of the correctness of my asser- 
tions, put the book aside, and leave it 
unread for a considerable time. Continue 
to use your understanding in the accus- 
tomed manner, without thinking about the 
book ; and, perhaps, all of a sudden, with- 



out your intending it in any way, the con- 
dition of understanding it will come of it- 
self, ",nd you will after a while comprehend 
quite readily and well what at present you 
cannot comprehend by any exertion. Such 
things have also occurred to us, who at 
present claim some power of thinking. 
But let me entreat you to give God the 
praise for it, and to keep utterly silent on 
this subject until the condition of under- 
standing this work, and its comprehension, 
have arisen in you. 

My argument is one uninterrupted chain 
of conclusions ; each subsequent point is 
true only on condition of its preceding 
point having been found to be true by you. 
If it has not been so found by you, you 
cannot continue to think as I have thought, 
and hence your persisting to read would 
have no other result than to make you 
acquainted with what I have thought. But 
this result has always been considered by 
me as very insignificant ; and I have often 
marvelled at the modesty of most men in 
placing such a high value upon the thoughts 
of others, and so little value upon their 
own, that they will rather spend their whole 
lives in making themselves acquainted with 
those, than generate any of their own — a 
modesty which I desire should be utterly 
waived in the case of my thoughts. 



By observing the external world, and his 
own internal self, each man of healthy 
senses receives a collection of cognitions, 
experiences, and facts. These, the given of 
immediate perception, he can also renew 
in himself without that actual perception ; 
he can reflect upon and can hold the 
manifold of the perception together; can 
hunt up that wherein the separates of 
the manifold agree, and that wherein 
they do not agree. In this manner, 
if a man has but an ordinary, healthy 
understanding, his knowledge will be- 
come clearer, more definite, and useful — 
will become a possession, which he can 
administer with complete freedom and 
agility — but on no account will his knowl- 
edge be increased by thus reflecting upon 
it. He can reflect only upon what he has 
perceived or observed, and can compare it 
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only with itself, but on no account can he 
produce new objects by mere thinking. 

This collection of knowledge, and a cer- 
tain more or less superficial or thorough 
control over it by freely reflecting upon it, 
you and I and all men possess in common ; 
and this is doubtless what is meant when 
people speak of a system or of propositions 
of common sense. 



There did exist a philosophy which 
claimed that it could increase the above 
described collection by a mere drawing of 
conclusions, and which held that thinking 
was not only what we have just described 
it to be — a mere analyzing and recomposing 
of the given — but, at the same time, a pro- 
ducing and creating of something altogether 
new. According to this system, the philos- 
opher was exclusively possessed of certain 
cognitions which common sense could not 
attain. According to it, the philosopher 
could produce through argument, a God, 
and an immortality for himself, and could 
argue himself wise and good. If such 
philosophers are logical, they must declare 
common sense to be insufficient for the 
purposes of daily life — since, otherwise, 
their expanding system would become su- 
perfluous — and must invite all who bear a 
human face to become as great philosophers 
as they are themselves, so that all may like- 
wise become as good and virtuous as these 
philosophers. 

m. 

My reader, does a philosophical system, 
such as I have just now described, appear 
to you to be honorable to common sense 
and its interests — a system which insists 
of common sense that it should be cured 
of its inborn blindness in the school of the 
philosopher, and should there get an arti- 
ficial light to replace its own natural light ? 

Now, if to this system there should op- 
pose itself another system, claiming utterly 
to refute this pretension of a knowledge 
obtainable only through argument, but in- 
accessible to common sense, and to show 
in the most convincing manner that we 
have no Truth and Reality except the ex- 
perience which is accessible to all ; that 
there is nothing for life except the above 



described system of cor.mon sense ; that 
life can be learned only t irough life itself, 
but on no account through speculation ; 
and that men do not argue themselves wise 
or good, but live themselves wise and good 
— would you, as the representative of com- 
mon sense, consider this latter system your 
enemy or your friend, and would you be- 
lieve its tendency to be to wrap new chains 
around you, or rather to liberate you from 
those wherein you have been enwrapped ? 
Again : If this latter system were at- 
tacked, and charged with being hostile to 
you and threatening your ruin, and if this 
charge emanated from persons who had all 
the appearance of belonging to the party 
of the philosophers of the class first de- 
scribed, what opinion would you hold of 
the honesty of such persons, or, to use the 
mildest expression, of their acquaintance 
with the true position of things ? 



You are astonished, my reader. You 
ask whether these are really the facts of 
the case in the charges raised against the 
newest philosophy ? 

I am forced here to throw aside my 
character as author, and to assume my in- 
dividual personality. Whatever people 
may think and say of me, I am at least 
known to be not a mere copyist: and, so 
far as I know, the public is unanimous on 
this point — nay, many confer upon me the 
oft repudiated honor of holding me up as 
the originator of an utterly new system, 
unknown before me ; and the man who 
would seem to be the most competent judge 
in this matter — Kant — has publicly re- 
nounced all participation in my system. 
Let this be as it may, at any rate I have 
not learned from any one else what I teach ; 
have not found it in any book before I 
taught it; and hence it is, at least in its 
form, altogether my property. I ought, 
therefore, to know best my own teachings. 
Doubtless I also desire to state them ; for 
of what use could it be to me here publicly 
to declare something whereof any one 
might prove the contrary from my other 
writings ? 

I therefore publicly declare it to be the 
innermost spirit and soul if my philosophy, 
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that man has nothing but experience, and 
that he arrives at everything at which he 
does arrive, only through experience, only 
through life itself. All his thinking, be it 
loose or systematic, ordinary or transcend- 
ental, proceeds from experience, and has 
again experience for its object. Nothing 
except life has unconditioned value and 
significance; all other thinking, imagining, 
and knowing, has value only in so far as it 
relates itself in some manner to life, pro- 
ceeds from life, and tends to return back 
into life. 

Such is the tendency of my philosophy. 
Such, also, is the tendency of Kant's phil- 
osophy, which will not separate from me, 
at least on this point; and such, also, is 
the tendency of the philosophy of a con- 
temporary of Kant — Jacobi — who would 
have little to complain of about my system 
if he would understand me on this one 
point. Hence, it is the tendency of all 
newer philosophy which understands itself 
and knows what it wants. 

I have not to defend any of the others 
here; I speak only of my own, of the 
so-called newest. The standpoint, the 
method, the whole form of this philoso- 
phy, involves statements which may induce 
the belief that it does not tend towards the 
result just described, but towards its very 
opposite, namely: if its peculiar stand- 
point is lost sight of, and if that which is 
valid for it is held as valid for everyday 
life and common sense. Hence, I need only 
to describe this standpoint accurately, and 
to distinguish it carefully from the stand- 
point of common sense, in order to make 
it appear clearly that my philosophy has 
no other tendency than the one just an- 
nounced. If you, therefore, dear reader, 
should resolve to remain upon the stand- 
point of common sense, this work will give 
you full security on that standpoint against 
my own and all other philosophy ; or should 
-you desire to rise to the standpoint of phil- 
osophy, it will furnish you with the most 
comprehensible introduction to it. 

I am desirous to be, for once, clearly 
understood in regard to the points which 
I have to treat of here, for I am tired of 
continually repeating what I have stated 
so often. 



Nevertheless, I must ask the patience of 
the reader for a continuous argument, 
wherein I can assist his memory only by 
repeating propositions before proven, when- 
ever new consequences are to be drawn 
from them. 



FIRST CONVERSATION. 

Don't be alarmed, my reader, if I seem 
to take a somewhat long route. I am anx- 
ious to make very clear to you certain con- 
ceptions which will be of importance in 
future, not for the sake of these concep- 
tions themselves, which are but common 
and trivial, but for the sake of the results 
I propose to derive from them. Nor shall 
I analyze these conceptions further than is 
absolutely necessary for my purpose, as 
you may tell the book critic, who will per- 
haps expect here an analytical art work. 

To begin, you surely know how to dis- 
tinguish the really actual, that which is 
the true fact of your present experience 
and life, or that which you actually live 
and experience, from the non-actual, the 
merely imagined. For instance, you at 
this moment sit in your room, hold this 
book in your hand, see its letters, and read 
its words. This is doubtless the actual 
event and determinedness of your present 
life-moment. In thus sitting and contin- 
uing to hold this book, you doubtless can 
remember yesterday's conversation with a 
friend, can represent this friend to your- 
self as if he actually stood before you, 
can hear him speak, can make him repeat 
what he said yesterday, &c, &c. Tell me, 
is this latter, this appearance of your 
friend, equally the actual and true event 
of your present life-moment, with your 
sitting in your room and holding this book ? 

The Reader. By no means. 

The Author. But I should think some- 
thing at least, even in this latter state, is 
an actual and real event of your life ; for 
tell me, do you not in the meanwhile con- 
tinue to live — does not your life pass away 
in the meanwhile — is it not filled tip with 
something ? 

R. I see ; you are right. The true event 
of my life in the latter state is precisely 
my placing my friend before me, my making 
him speak, not his actual being with me. 
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This placing him before me is that where- 
with I fill up the time which I live in the 
meanwhile. 

A. Hence, there must be a common 
somewhat in your silting there and holding 
the book and in your placing your friend 
before you, recalling his conversation, &c, 
by means of which common character you 
judge of both cases, that they are actually 
real events of your life. On the other 
hand, that yesterday's actual conversation 
and presence of your friend must also not 
have this common character — which would 
warrant you to consider it as actually oc- 
curring — in the connection of time wherein 
you place it to-day by recalling it. Nay, 
it has, probably, an opposite to this com- 
mon character, which causes you to-day to 
declare it to be not actually occurring. 

R. It certainly must be so. My judg- 
ment must have a ground ; a similar judg- 
ment must have a similar ground ; an 
opposite judgment an opposite ground, or 
the absence of the former ground. 

A. What may this ground be ? 

R. I do not know. 

A. But you judge every moment of your 
life concerning actuality and non-actuality, 
and judge correctly, in conformity with 
other rational beings. Hence, the ground 
of those judgments must be always present 
to you ; you only do not become clearly 
conscious of it in your judgment. As for 
the rest, your answer, "I do not know," 
signifies only : " Nobody has yet told me." 
But even if it were told you, it would avail 
you nothing ; you must find it yourself. 

R. However much I revolve the matter 
in my mind, I cannot get at it. 

A. Nor is it the right way to be guessing 
at it and looking around for it. It is in 
this way that those systems arise which are 
purely imaginary. Neither can you get at 
it by drawing conclusions. But try to be- 
come thoroughly conscious of your proce- 
dure in this judgment concerning actuality 
and non actuality ; look into yourself, and 
you will at once become conscious of the 
ground of your procedure, and will inter- 
nally contemplate it. All that can be done 
to assist you is to guide you in the right 
direction, and this guidance is indeed all 
that can be obtained from philosophical 
2 



teaching. The presupposition must always 
be that you have within yourself, and con- 
template and observe, that towards which 
the teacher guides you. Otherwise, you 
will only be listening to the narrative of 
another's observation, and not of your 
own; and, moreover, to an incomprehensi- 
ble narrative, for that upon which all de- 
pends cannot be described in words as 
composed of things already known to you, 
but is an absolutely unknown, which can be- 
come known to you only through your own 
internal contemplation, and can be charac- 
terized by anything sensuously known only 
in the way of analogy, which characteristic, 
therefore, receives its full significance only 
through contemplation. 

Remember this, once for all, when simi- 
lar cases arise in the future, and try to 
spread it amongst our celebrated writers 
who do not know it, and who speak very 
awkwardly concerning the relation of phil- 
osophy to language. But to the point : 

When you are engaged in the reading of 
this book, in the observation of this object, 
or in the conversation with your friend, do 
you reflect upon your reading, observing, 
hearing, seeing, or feeling of the object, or 
your speaking to your friend ? 

R. By no means. I think not at all 
upon myself. I forget myself 'utterly in 
the book, in the object, in the conversa- 
tion. Henoe, people use the expressions : 
"I am engaged in it," " immersed in ity" 
"lost in it." 

A. And this, by the bye, all the more, 
the more intense, full, and lively your con- 
sciousness of the object is. That half 
dreamy and listless consciousness, that 
inattention and thoughtlessness, which is 
a characteristic of our age, and the most 
unconquerable obstacle to a thorough phil- 
osophy, is precisely the condition wherein 
men do not utterly abandon themselves to 
the object, do not bury and forget them- 
selves in it, but always flutter and waver 
between the object and their own con- 
sciousness. 

But how is it in the case when you place 
before you an object not held by you as 
actual in the present connection of time ; 
for instance, yesterday's conversation with 
your friend ? Is there also something in 



10 



Fichte's Sun-cletir Statement. 



this case to which you abandon yourself, 
wherein you forget yourself? 

R. Certainly. Precisely this placing the 
absent object before me is that wherein I 
forget myself. 

A. You stated a short while ago, that in 
the former condition it is the presence of 
the object, and in the latter condition the 
re-presenting of the object to your mind, 
which constitutes the true reality of your 
life, and at present you state that you for- 
get yourself in both. Here, then, we have 
found the looked for ground of your 
judgment concerning actuality and non- 
actuality. The self -forgetting is the char- 
acteristic of actuality ; and in each con- 
dition of life, the focus wherein you throw 
and forget yourself, and the focus of 
actuality, are one and the same. That 
which tears you from yourself is the 
actually occurring, which fills up your 
life-moment. 

R. I do not quite understand you. 

A. I was forced to establish this con- 
ception so much in advance, and have in 
the meanwhile characterized it as clearly 
as possible. But if you will only keep up 
attentive conversation with me, I hope it 
will become very clear to you in a short 
while. Can you also represent again the 
representation just now made by you of 
yesterday's conversation with your friend ? 

R. Doubtless. Nay, this is the very 
thing 1 have done during our reflection on 
that representation. I did not so much 
represent that conversation as rather the 
representing of that conversation. 

A. Now, tell me what in this representa- 
tion of the representing do you hold to be 
the real factical, or that which fills up the 
fleeting moments of your life ? 

R. Precisely this representing of the 
representing. 

A. Now let us retrace our steps. In the 
representation of yesterday's conversation 
— please become thoroughly conscious of 
it, and look into your consciousness — how 
was that conversation related to your con- 
sciousness, and to the real factical which 
filled your consciousness ? 

R. The conversation, as I have already 
stated, was not the actual event, but merely 
the reconstructing of the conversation. 



Nevertheless, the event was not a mere 
reconstructing in general, but the recon- 
structing of a conversation, and, moreover, 
of this particular conversation. The re- 
constructing, as the chief point, was 
accompanied by the conversation ; and the 
latter was not the actual, but the modi- 
fication, the general determination of the 
latter. 

A. And in the representing of this repre- 
sentation ? 

R. In the repiesenting of the represen- 
tation, that representing was the actual 
event ; the representation the further de- 
termination of it, since it was not a repre- 
senting in general, but the representing of 
a representation; and the conversation, 
finally, was the further determination of 
the (represented) representation, since the 
representing had for its object not a repre- 
sentation in general, but a determined 
representation, namely, that of a determ- 
ined conversation. 

A. Hence, each reality, each true and 
actually occurring event in life is that 
wherein you forget yourself. This is the 
beginning and real focus of life, whatever 
further subordinated determinations this 
focus may involve, because it happens to 
be such a particular focus. I wish and 
hope that I have made myself quite clear 
to you, and am sure I have been success- 
ful, if during this investigation you have 
only been always within yourself, looking 
into yourself, and attending to yourself. 
Tell me, whilst you represented yester- 
day's conversation, or — since I prefer not 
to assume a mere fiction, but to place you 
right into your present condition of mind 
— whilst you just now argued with me, 
thereby filling up your life and throwing 
into it yourself, you doubtless hold that 
many other things have moved and hap- 
pened outside of your own self and mind ? 

R. Doubtless. The hand of the 
clock, for instance, has moved, so has 
the sun, &o. 

A. Have you seen or experienced this 
moving of the hand of the clock ? 

R. How could I, since I was arguing 
with you, throwing my whole self into it, 
and filling up my life with it ? 

A. How, then, do you know concerning 
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the movement of the clock — to stop at this 
example ? 

R. I looked at it before, and noticed the 
place pointed out by the hand. I now look 
at it again, and find that the hand has 
moved to another place. I draw the con- 
clusion from the arrangement of the clock, 
which was previously known to me, like- 
wise through perception, that the hand has 
gradually moved whilst I was arguing. 

\. Do you assume that, if instead of 
arguing with me, you had occupied the 
same time in looking at the clock, you 
would have actually perceived the move- 
ment of the hand ? 

R. Most certainly do I assume it. 

A. Hence, both your arguing and the 
movement of the clock are, according to 
what you say, true and actual events of the 
same moment of time ; the latter, to be 
sure, is not an event of your life, since 
you lived something else during the time, 
but it might have become an event of your 
life, and would have become so necessarily, 
if you had paid attention to the clock ? 

R. Yes. 

A. And the hand of the clock has actually 
and in fact moved without your knowledge 
and activity ? 

R. That is the assumption, certainly. 

A. Do you believe that if you had not 
argued — just as you did not look at the 
clock — your argument would also have 
moved on without your knowledge or ac- 
tivity, like the hand of the clock? 

R. On no account. My arguing does not 
move of itself ; J must carry it on, if it is 
to be carried on. 

A. How does this apply to the represent- 
ing of yesterday's conversation ? Does 
that also come to you without any activity 
of your own, like the movement of the 
clock, or must you produce it yourself, like 
the argument ? 

R. If I consider it carefully, I do not 
know. True, just at present I am con- 
vinced that I actively produced it, because 
you asked me to do so; but since it often 
happens that images crowd through my 
brain, and come and go without any co- 
operation of my own, just as the hand of 
the clock moves, I cannot decidedly say 
whether that representation might not have 



come into my head without any activity of 
my own, and without your request. 

A. With all the respect which an author 
owes his reader, and which I really enter- 
tain towards you, let me tell you that this 
confusion of yours is of bad augury for 
the continuation of our conversation. I 
hold that men should dream only in their 
sleep, but should not when waking allow 
images to crowd of themselves into their 
brain. The absolute freedom arbitrarily 
to give a determined direction to- your 
mind, and keep it in that direction, is an 
essential condition, not only of philosophi- 
cal, but even of healthy common thinking. 
But in the hope that you will, at least 
during our present investigation, keep 
these foreign images away from your 
mind, and resist that blind operation of 
an association of ideas, I will drop this 
doubtful point of sensuous representation, 
and solely make use of your confession 
concerning the freedom of argument. 

It seems, then, that there are two kinds 
of actuality, which are both equally actual, 
but of which the one makes itself, while 
the other must be made by him for whom 
it is to be, and is not unless he so 
makes it ? 

R. So it appears. 

A. Let us consider the matter a little. 
You say the hand of the clock has actually 
moved during your argumentation. Would 
you be able to say this, would you knt»w 
this, unleBS you had looked again at the 
hand after your argument, and had now 
drawn your conclusion from the actual 
perception that it occupied another place ? 

R. Certainly not. 

A. Do not forget this ; it is very impor- 
tant to me. All reality of the first kind — 
however much it may proceed in its course 
without your knowledge and co-operation, 
or may exist in itself, i. e. unrelated to 
any possible consciousness, a point which 
we shall not discuss here — all such reality 
is at least for you, and as an event of your 
life, only in so far as you at some time 
direct your attention to it, throw yourself 
into it, and take hold of that reality with 
your consciousness. When we consider 
this well, your assertion that the hand of 
the clock has moved from one place to an- 
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other, from the time of one of your percep- 
tions to that of a second perception — with- 
out which latter perception the hand would 
never have come into your consciousness 
again — and during this intermediate time 
while you did not observe it, can only 
signify : you would have perceived the hand 
moving if you had directed your attention 
to it. 

Hence, by this assertion of an event out- 
side of your life, you only assert a possible 
event within your life, a possible continu- 
ous flow of this life from the first percep- 
tion of the hand to the second perception. 
You supply and add a series of possible 
observations between the end points of 
your two actual observations. Now, if 
I pledge you my word that I shall always 
speak only of a reality for you, and never 
replace it by a reality unrelated to you, 
nor speak or assert anything of this latter 
sort of reality, will you then allow me to 
consider the continuation of an external 
reality, without any act of your own, as 
merely the continuation of your own pos- 
sible consciousness and life, since you 
have seen that it becomes reality for you, 
after all, only in this manner ? 

A Header (who, perhaps, may even 
be a celebrated philosopher). I will 
hear nothing more of such stuff. Have I 
not sufficiently hinted to you that this is 
pure insanity? I always proceed from a 
reality in and for itself, from an absolute 
being. I cannot go higher, and will not. 
The distinction which you make between a 
reality in itself and a reality for us, and 
the abstraction in the forjner which you 
undertake, and which, as I now apprehend, 
is the corner-stone of your system, you 
must first demonstrate to me ! 

A. Indeed ? You are able to speak of a 
reality without knowing of it, without 
seizing it, at least dimly, in your conscious- 
ness, and relating it to your conscious- 
ness ? You can do more than I can. Put 
down the book; it is not written for you. 

A second and fairer Reader. I will ac- 
cept your limitation to speak only of a 
reality for us, on condition that you remain 
true to it, and speak of reality in itself 
neither good nor evil. But as soon as you 
transcend your limits and draw a conclu- 



sion to the disadvantage of the latter, I 
also shall leave you. 

A. Not more than fair. If we then pre- 
suppose this view, that only our relation 
to reality and actuality is to be considered, 
our consciousness would appear about as 
follows : All reality, whatever name it may 
have, becomes reality for us only through 
our immersing and forgetting oureelf in 
certain determinations of our life, and 
this forgetting of ourself is precisely that 
which gives to these determinations where- 
in we forget ourselves the character of 
reality, and which gives us life at all. 

Thus there result certain fundamental 
and primary determinations (the next fol- 
lowing opposite will make clear these ex- 
pressions, which I entreat you to consider 
maturely,) of our life, as its true roots, 
which make and continue themselves, and 
to which we only need to surrender our- 
selves and allow them to take hold of our 
being, in order to appropriate them and 
make them our actual life ; and the con- 
tinuous chain whereof, no matter if they 
are dropped at certain links, can always 
be arbitrarily taken hold of again, and be 
supplied backward or forward from every 
point. 

I say we only need to surrender ourselves 
to them, for even these fundamental de- 
terminations cannot pull us irresistibly 
towards them ; we having, moreover, the 
faculty to pull ourselves (a fact which was 
forgotten in those determinations) loose 
again from them, and to create freely out 
of ourselves a higher series of life and ac- 
tuality for ourselves. We can, for instance, 
think and seize ourselves as the knowing 
in that fundamental consciousness, or as 
the living in that fundamental life; or 
we can rise to the second degree of life, if 
we call the remaining within the funda- 
mental determinations the first degree of 
life; or we may again seize ourselves as 
the thinking in that thinking of original 
knowledge, as the contemplating of our 
own life in that positing of it, which would 
result in a third degree of life ; and so on 
ad infinitum. 

The whole distinction between that first 
degree and the higher degrees, between 
the previously given life— which was pre- 
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sented to us, and which we need only to 
accept in order to make it our actual life — 
and that life which is not given to us, but 
which vmust be produced by our self- 
activity, is probably this : that from each 
of the higher degrees you can look down 
and descend into a lower one; whereas 
from tfce lowest one you cannot look down, 
because it is itself the deepest, and cannot 
go lower except into the realm of nothing- 
ness ; that hence we are conditioned in 
regard to the descent by the lowest one, 
but not in regard to the ascent through re- 
flection ; and that this lowest one is, there- 
fore, the real foot and root of all other 
life. Hence, I called it the primary and 
fundamental determination of all life. 

For us, let it be here sufficient, conform- 
ably to our agreement, to consider this 
sphere of the first degree as the sphere of 
such fundamental determinations of our 
life, but on no account as the sphere of 
things in and for themselves, a view which 
we here discard. Be they ever so much 
the latter, in and for themselves, for us 
they exist only as determinations of our 
life, or by our living and experiencing 
them, and we are content here to speak of 
them only in relation to us. The content 
of this sphere is often more specially called 
reality, fact of consciousness, or experience. 

Know, reader, that hereafter we shall 
reflect solely upon -this system of the first 
degree. Do not forget this for a single 
moment, but separate whatsoever belongs 
to the higher degrees from it. 

I include in this system of the first de- 
gree all that which we perceive through 
our external senses in space, or through 
our internal sense in our soul. In regard 
to the latter, this sphere includes also what 

1 have termed higher degrees, not as re- 
gards their content, but as regards their 
form, namely : the laws which it observes, 

for these laws belong to the facts of the 
internal sense, and are perceived when we 
carefully observe ourselves in those pro- 
ceedings of the soul. 

The chief object of the present conver- 
sation, my reader, was this : that you 
should (but quite arbitrarily, and only to 
suit my future prrpose,) separate all the 
occurrences of your consciousness into two 

2 * 



classes, and should clearly comprehend the 
distinction of what belongs to the one and 
what to the other class; that you should 
separate that whioh is product of freedom, 
and which therefore belongs to the higher 
classes, and should look to that only which 
I have called the first degree. Only in so 
far as you have clearly seen this distinc- 
tion, and hold to it, can you correctly seize 
that which will be the subject of our other 
conversations. 



SECOND CONVERSATION. 

A. Do not forget, my reader, the dis- 
tinction we have drawn between two fun- 
damental determinations of all possible 
consciousness, but keep in mind that I 
shall speak only of the former of the two 
which I have called the fundamental and 
primary determination of all life. Let us 
now renew our conversation, without any 
fear on your part as to how we can return 
to our argument. 

Let us consider the interior of a mechan- 
ical work of art ; for instanoe, of a watch. 
You observe many wheels of various kinds 
joined together in it, likewise springs, 
chains, &c. Your observation goes from 
one object to another in its perception of 
the manifold of the machinery. Tell me, 
does it make any difference to you in this, 
your observation, whether you commence 
with the upper or lower part of the ma- 
chinery, with the right or left side of it ? 

R. Certainly not. I can complete my 
observation of the parts in all these direc- 
tions. 

A. But perhaps, instead of guiding your 
observation by the sequence of the parts, 
you direct it by other characteristics, as, 
for instance, their external similarity and 
equality ?. 

R. This also is a matter of indifference 
to my observation. 

A. Nevertheless, just as sure as you 
have observed the separate parts, you have 
observed them in a certain order of se- 
quence, let us say from the upper part 
downward. Why, since there were many 
sequences possible for your observation, did 
you then choose this particular sequence 
and none other? 

R. I cannot even say that I did choose 
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it. I did not even consider that many se- 
quences were possible. I immediately hit 
upon the one I followed. It was by chance, 
as we say when we can assign no ground. 

A. The manifold of the above described 
fundamental determinations of conscious- 
ness in general doubtless observe also an 
order of sequence in your consciousness ? 

E. Assuredly. I observe in the world 
before me at present this, next that, next 
that, &c, &c. 

A. Does it strike you at the first glance, 
tbat this sequence of your observation is 
necessary, or do you hold that the sequence 
might have been otherwise? 

R. I hold that other sequences might 
have been possible, and, moreover, that I 
did not choose those observations which 
did occur in my consciousness with free- 
dom, but that they came into me by chance, 
like the sequence of my observation of the 
manifold elements in the watch. 

A. At present, let us return to this watch 
and your observation of its separate parts. 

In examining each separate part, this 
wheel and this spring, each by itself, and 
finding it altogether determined in a cer- 
tain manner, of a certain size and a certain 
form, &c, does it seem Impossible to you 
that it might be otherwise, or can you con- 
ceive that it might be otherwise, larger or 
smaller, in the most manifold manner ? 

E. I hold that each separate piece, con- 
sidered in and for itself, might well be 
infinitely otherwise as such separate piece. 
But all these pieces are to work together, 
and to produce a single result in their 
union ; and if I take this view of the sub- 
ject, all the pieoes must, in my judgment, 
fit together and reciprocally work upon 
each other. If I take this view, it is cer- 
tainly possible to make another whole, e. g. 
another and larger watch, or to make the 
machinery of the watch serve other pur- 
poses besides its proper own ; and in this 
case, the separate wheel which I observed 
not only culd be otherwise, but would 
necessarily have to be otherwise. But if 
you ask me to speak only of this particular 
watch before us, then I mast say it is ab- 
solutely necessary that toil wheel should 
be precisely as it is, and not a hairsbreadth 
different, for the very reason that the whole 



is as it is, or rather because all other pieces 
in the watch are as they are. Again : If I 
commence my observation with this single 
piece, I must say : If this piece is once 
given as .a piece of such a mechanism, then 
it is necessary that all other pieces be pre- 
cisely as they are, if they are to form a 
whole with it. 

A. Hence, if you only properly under- 
stand the mechanism of this, work of art, 
you will not need at all, as we assumed at 
first, to observe one part of the machinery 
after the other in actual perception, but 
after you have seen and correctly compre- 
hended the one part, you can by its means 
supply all the others without actually per- 
ceiving them; you can replace them by 
mere conclusions from the construction of 
the one part, and these mere conclusions 
will show you all the other parts needed 
for the completion of the machinery. 

E. Undoubtedly. 

A. Is it all the same for this purpose 
what particular piece of machinery I give 
to you for examination ? 

E. All the same, for all the others must 
fit each possible piece; hence from each 
possible part it is possible to conclude 
how all the others must be constructed, in 
so far as they are to be determined through 
the mere mechanism of the work. 

A. Now assume the possible case, that 
— in respect to a certain sphere, and to a 
certain extent, which this is not the place 
to define more closely — there is, in the 
manifold parts of the above-described 
fundamental determinations of all con- 
sciousness, such a connection, similar to 
the mechanical one just pointed out, and 
that hence each separate part of that man- 
ifold object must fit to and be determined 
by all other parts, and vice versa. In that 
case, would it not be possible to discover, 
by means of mere conclusions drawn from 
each separate part of actual consciousness, 
bow all other consciousness must be — al- 
though that other consciousness do not 
become actual — precisely as you held your- 
self able to state from your observation of 
one wheel the construction of all others, 
although not .actually observing them ? 

Assume, moreover, that philosophy, or, 
if you prefer, the science of knowledge, 
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consists in this very hunting up of the 
manifold elements of consciousness, by 
means of conclusions drawn from the 
given to the construction of the not-given, 
and you have already a very clear concep- 
tion of that science. That science is the 
demonstration, or the deduction, of all 
consciousness, of course in its primary 
and fundamental determinations, from 
some given determination of actual con- 
sciousness ; precisely as you undertook a 
demonstration or deduction of the whole 
watch from one of its given wheels. That 
science is a demonstration of this con- 
sciousness utterly independent of actual 
perception in consciousness ; precisely as 
you need not actually perceive all the 
other parts of the watch in order to know 
how they are, and necessarily must be, in 
actuality, if the watch is properly con- 
structed. 

R. Very true, if I reflect only in a su- 
perficial manner on what you say, and ac- 
cept the comparison without objecting. 
But if I reflect closer, your conception ap- 
pears to me to be self-contradictory. The 
science of knowledge, you say, furnishes 
me with a consciousness of the funda- 
mental determination of my conscious- 
ness, without these determinations actu- 
ally occurring in consciousness. How is 
that possible ? Do I not become conscious 
of what the science of knowledge teaches ? 

A. Undoubtedly; precisely as you be- 
come conscious of the wheels, the exist- 
ence whereof in the machine you assert 
from a mere conclusion, but not conscious, 
as if you saw or felt them. It ought to 
have become clear to you ere this, that 
there is a distinction in the modes of be- 
coming conscious. I shall define them 
more clearly after a while, for the purpose 
of our investigation. At present, let not 
this deter you from accepting our assump- 
tion. 

R. Truly, I have no great desire to go 
on and investigate what might result if 
the merely possible should become actual, 
or the impossible possible ; and your pre- 
supposition of a systematic connection 
amongst the fundamental determinations 
of our consciousness seems, indeed, to 
belong to these impossibilities. 



A. I trust I shall be able to remove 
your objections to the impossibility of my 
presupposition. For the present, please 
draw only one conclusion with me from 
that assumption — a conclusion which I 
cannot too speedily draw for the sake of 
annihilating misunderstandings of another 
description, and of removing their secret 
effects upon your mind. 

If you examine a separate piece of the 
watch, and proceed to draw your conclu- 
sions according to the well-known laws of 
mechanics as to the construction of the 
other necessary parts, in order to give to 
that one part, which you actually perceive, 
the whole determinateness which you per- 
ceive belongs to it, do you, in this your 
function of drawing conclusions, actually 
see and feel, or perceive with your external 
senses, those other parts ? 

R. By no means. To use the illustra- 
tion used by you in the first conversation : 
these other parts are not related to my 
consciousness like this book which I hold 
in my band, but like the representation of 
yesterday's conversation with a friend. 
The real faotical in this operation, that 
wherein I immerse and lose myself, is not 
the existence of wheels, but my represent- 
ing of them, my not so much recon- 
structing, as pre-constructing them. 

A. Do you, or does any rational man, 
claim such a representation, such an in- 
ternal tracing out of a piece of machinery 
to be the actual working machinery of real 
life ? And does any one say, after having, 
for instance, described and demonstrated 
to you such a watch, " Now put this watch 
into your pocket; it will go right; you can 
pull it out whenever you choose, and see 
by it what time it is "? 

R. Not that I know, unless he be a com- 
plete fool. 

A. Take care and do not say so. For 
this was precisely what that philosophical 
system says, of which I-epoke in the in- 
troduction, and against which the so-called 
newest is chiefly directed. That system 
pretended its demonstration of a watch, 
and moreover an incorrect demonstration, 
to be a real, and even a most excellent 
watch. 

But if any one, to whom you have 
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demonstrated a watch, should finally say : 
"How can this help me? I do not see 
that I shall thus get possession of a watch, 
or that your demonstration will be able to 
show me what time it is ;" or if he should 
moreover accuse you of having spoiled his 
actual watch by your demonstration, or of 
having demonstrated it out of his pocket, 
what would you say of such a one ? 

R. That he was as much of a fool as 
the first one. 

A. Take care and do not say so. For 
preoisely this — this insisting on a real 
watch, when you have only promised them 
a demonstration of one — is the most 
weighty objection that has yet been raised 
against the newest philosophy — and has 
been raised, moreover, by the most re- 
spectable professors and most thorough 
thinkers of our time. Upon this mistaking 
of the actual thing for its mere demonstra- 
tion are grounded, indeed, all misappre- 
hensions to which that philosophy has 
been exposed. I say emphatically, are 
grounded all objections and misapprehen- 
sions. For why should I not, instead of 
continuing to presuppose what that science 
may be, historically state what that 
science really is to its. originators, who 
undoubtedly know something about it. 

1. Philosophy, therefore, dear reader — 
or, since this word might lead to disputes, 
— the science of knowledge first of all ut- 
terly abstracts from all that we have above 
characterized as higher degree* of con- 
sciousness, and limits itself with its asser- 
tion, which we shall direotly state, to the 
primary and fundamental determinations 
of consciousness, altogether in the sense 
stated above. 

2. In these fundamental determinations 
the science of knowledge makes a further 
distinction between that whereof each ra- 
tional being asserts, that it is the same for 
each other rational being, or valid for all 
reason ; and that whereof each confesses 
that it exists only for oar raoe, for man- 
kind, or perhaps only for this particular 
individual. The science of knowledge 
abstracts also altogether from this second 
class of determinations of consciousness, 
and hence only the former class consti- 
tutes the substance of its investigation*. 



If any reader should remain in doubt 
concerning the ground and the laws of 
this latter distinction, or if he should 
not be able to make it as clear to him- 
self as (he primary distinction between 
determinations of consciousness in gen- 
eral, this would not interfere with any of 
the results we intend to establish in this 
work; nor would it interfere with the 
obtaining of a correct conception concern- 
ing the science of knowledge. In that 
science itself, to which we do not propose 
to introduce the reader here, the distinc- 
tion between those two classes arises of 
itself. 

For those who are acquainted with phil- 
osophical terminology, we add the follow- 
ing : That class of fundamental determin- 
ations of consciousness, which is valid for 
all reason, and which alone is the object 
of philosophy, is what Kant calls the a 
priori, or primary ; and the other olass of 
determinations, valid only for the race, or 
for the individual, is what the same author 
terms the a posteriori. The scienoo of 
knowledge does not need to make this 
distinction in advance of its system, since 
it is made and grounded in the system it- 
self; in the science of knowledge those 
expressions, a priori and a posteriori, have 
quite a different meaning. 

3. The scienoe of knowledge presupposes, 
for the purpose of gaining an entrance 
for itself and a definite problem for itself, 
that there may be a systematic connection 
in the manifold elements of those funda- 
mental determinations, by means of which 
connection, if one is, then all the rest 
must also be, and be precisely as it is ; 
and hence that those fundamental determ- 
inations within the described sphere con- 
stitute a system complete in itself. 

I say, that science presupposes for itself 
this in advanee. For, first, it is not yet a 
Bcience, but only becomes such through 
that presupposition ; and, secondly, it only 
presupposes, but does not prove it at first. 
Those fundamental determinations are 
known, let us say, to the teacher of the 
science of knowledge; whence? it does 
not matter here; he hits upon the thought 
— how? it does also not matter here — 
that there may be a systematic conneot*** 
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between them. He does not as yet main- 
tain this connection, nor does he claim to 
furnish immediate proof of it, and still 
less does he claim to prove anything else 
by his presupposition. His thought may 
be merely an assumption, an accidental 
notion, which is therefore to signify 
nothing more as yet than any other notion. 

4. By virtue of this presupposition, the 
teacher of the science of knowledge now 
proceeds to the attempt to see whether, 
from some one fundamental determination 
of consciousness — this is not the place to 
say from which — he can deduce all others 
as necessarily connected with it and determ- 
ined through it. If the attempt fails, it does 
not prove that it may not succeed another 
time, or that the presupposition of a sys- 
tematic connection is false. It retains its 
validity as a problem. If the attempt 
succeeds — if really all the fundamental 
determinations of consciousness, except 
the presupposed one, can be completely 
and exhaustively deduced from it, then 
the presupposition has been proved by the 
fact. But even this presupposition, thus 
proved, is foreign to us in a description of 
the science of knowledge. The business 
of that deduction is the science of knowl- 
edge itself ; where it begins the science 
begins, and where it ends the science 
ends. 

This, then, my reader, consider settled 
and fixed between you and me : The science 
of knowledge is the systematic deduction 
of an actual, of the first degree of con- 
sciousness; and that science is related to 
this consciousness as the above demonstra- 
tion of a watch is related to the real watch. 
Being mere science of knowledge, it has no 
pretensions to be anything else, or any- 
thing besides ; and would rathe* not be 
than be anything else than what it is. 
Every one who claims anything more or 
else for it does not know that science. 

The objects of the science of knowledge 
are the fundamental determinations of a 
consciousness, as such — i. e. as the de- 
terminations of a consciousness — and on 
no account as things actually existing 
outside of consciousness. We shall see 
after a while that both may be one and 
the same in and for that science, but we 
3 



shall also see why the science can take 
only the former view. At present it suf- 
fices to state it as a fact. 

Now these fundamental determinations 
of consciousness, which the science of 
knowledge has for its object, also occur in 
actual perception — or rather those determ- 
inations themselves are perceptions ; but 
the science of knowledge has them for its 
object in quite a different manner from 
that in which perception has them. Pre- 
cisely as the consciousness of the real 
presence of your friend was related to the 
representation of that presence, or as the 
actual Tratch was related to the demonstra- 
tion of a watch, so actual consciousness is 
related to the science of knowledge. When 
we philosophize we immerse ourself not 
into these fundamental determinations 
themselves, but into the reproducing and 
reconstructing of them. 

Hence the science of knowledge, with- 
out paying any attention to actual percep- 
tion, deduces a priori what it asserts ought 
to occur in perception, and hence a poste- 
riori. 

This sphere the science of knowledge 
has adopted ever since its first existence — 
nay, has clearly indicated it by its very 
name. It is scarcely to be comprehended 
why people will not believe that science to 
be what it states itself to be. 

Limiting itself to this sphere, the science 
of knowledge can allow every other phil- 
osophy to be what it pleases: love of wis- 
dom, wisdom, world-wisdom, life-wisdom, 
or whatever other kind of wisdom there 
may be. But that science makes the fair 
request that itself should not be caken for 
the equal of those other sciences, and 
should not be judged and refuted from 
their standpoint; and the authors and 
professors of that science only ask that 
they shall not be compelled to become co- 
laborers in those other philosophies, or to 
take notice of them. As for the dispute, 
what this one or that one may consider 
philosophy to be, the science of knowledge 
takes no cognizance of it. It appeals to 
its right to select its own problem ; and if 
anything but the solution of this problem 
is to be called philosophy, then it does 
not choose to be .called philosophy. 
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I hope, my reader, that this description 
of the science of knowledge, as a mere 
historical description, is altogether clear 
and comprehensible, and admits of no 
ambiguity whatever. I merely wish to 
request you to remember this description, 



and not to forget it at the first opportu- 
nity ; and to believe me that I am serious 
in this description, and that it is to last 
forever, I repudiating whatsoever may con- 
tradict it. 



SWEDENBORG AND SPECULATIVE PHILOSOPHY. 

By K. J>. Tatol. 



The object of the following pages is to 
explain Swedenborg's relation to Specula- 
tive Philosophy. This has been set forth 
at large by the late Prof. Dr. Immanuel 
Tafel, of the University of Tubingen, in 
his various philosophical writings. * In 
these he starts with the positions laid down 
by Swedenborg, and proves them by the 
methods of the philosophers. 

My course in this article will be, first, to 
declare Swedenborg's positions with re- 
gard to rational or speculative philosophy, 
from his own writings, and afterwards to 
let Prof. Tafel prove these positions by 
the methods of the philosophers. For the 
sake of convenient reference I shall num- 
ber the extracts from Swedenborg's wri- 
tings, and in the article translated from 
Prof. Tafel I shall subjoin additional quo- 
tations from Swedenborg, in order to show 
that the philosophy of the former is essen- 
tially a philosophical demonstration of the 
principles of the latter. 

The quotations from Swedenborg will be 

* The Religious System of the New Church 
(Religions-system der Neuen Kirche),first part: 
treating of Religion and Revelation, and their 
relation to reason. Tubingen, 1832. 

History and Criticism of Scepticism and 
Irrationalism (Geschichte und Kritikdes Scep- 
ticism us und Irrationalismus), in their relation 
to Modern Philosophy, with special reference 
to Hegel. Tubingen, 1884. 

Fundamental Philosophy (Fundamental Phi- 
losophic), in its genetic development, with 
special reference to the history of each single 
problem. Vol. i. Tubingen, 1848. Vol. ii., 
which was left in manuscript by the author, is 
in process of publication. 

The Principal Truths of Religion (Die 
Hauptwahrhoiten der Religion), or Hours of 
Meditation concerning the final grounds of the 
Truths of Religion. Part i. Tubingen, 1852. 

Open Letter to Prof. Dr. M. J. Schleiden of 
Jena, (Oftenes Sendschreiben,) Tubingen, 
1856. 



made both from his philosophical writings, 
which were written before his illumination, 
and from his theological writings, which 
were written after his illumination — for 
the two classes of writings are supple- 
mentary to one another, and the latter are 
really based upon the former. Moreover, 
Swedenborg has never abrogated his scien- 
tific and philosophical writings, but uses 
the principles contained in them constantly 
in illustrating and confirming his relig- 
ious doctrines. Among the theological 
works quoted are his " Arcana Coelestia," 
" Divine Love and Wisdom," and " Divine 
Providence," which were published by him- 
self, and the " Spiritual Diary," and "Ad- 
versaria," which he left in manuscript. 
Among the philosophical works which will 
be quoted are his " Principia," " Outlines 
of the Infinite," and his " Animal King- 
dom," and " Economy of the Animal 
Kingdom." 

1. " It is commonly believed, that a man 
from the light of nature, thus without rev- 
elation, may know several things which re- 
late to religion; as, that there is a God, 
that he is to be worshipped and to be 
loved, likewise that man is to live after 
death, with several other truths dependent 
on these ; and that man may infer these 
things by his own intelligence ; but I have 
learnt from much experience, that a man 
of himself, without revelation, knows noth- 
ing at all concerning divine things, nor 
concerning those which relate to celestial 
and spiritual life." (ArcanaCtelectia, 8944.) 

2. "The power of divining true princi- 
ples by the mind alone and of descending 
therefrom, in the path of certainty, through 
their consequences, to posterior things, 
belongs exclusively to higher beings and 



